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Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1946 and 1947
By
James P. Gaines and ). Norman Efferson
INTRODUCTION
In most years since 1938, the Department of Agricultural Economics
of the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station has conducted detailed
farm management and cost studies of family-type sugar cane farms in
Louisiana.
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Extensive and intensive examination of this reservoir of
economic data has resulted in the discovery of many facts of great im-
portance to the Louisiana sugar cane industry. Continuous study of these
farms permits verification of facts already discovered, the discovery of
other facts, the observation of trends in costs and earnings, and the
changes in farm organization and practices that are of significance to the
industry.
The purpose of this report is to reveal trends in earnings, costs,
and organization that have become apparent; present a detailed analysis
of the financial status of the farms for the two most recent years, 1946
and 1947; summarize important facts that have been discovered and
verified; and present the most recent facts that have been obtained.
Procedure
The basic data for these studies were collected by the survey method
from cooperating farmers. Each year the same general methods of
collecting and analyzing the data were employed in order to make the
results from year to year directly comparable. Many of the same farms
that were scientifically selected for the first study in 1938 have been
studied in succeeding years. In cases where the original cooperators
were not available, the adjacent farms were included so that continuity
of the data and size of the sample could be maintained.
Each producer selected for the sample was visited by a trained
enumerator who collected from the farmer the detailed results of his
previous year's farming operations, including expenses, receipts, prac-
tices, and capital changes. As few of the small farmers keep detailed
financial records, the information came largely from their memories,
supplemented by bills and receipts that had been kept.
1A Farm Management and Cost Study of 500 Family-Sized Farms in the Louisiana Sugar
Cane Area, 1938 (Louisiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 314, February 1940); Costs and
Returns from 453 Family-Sized Sugar Cane Farms in 1940 (Department of Agricultural Econ-
omics Mimeographed Circular No. 25, March 1942); Economic Aspects of Sugar Cane Pro-
duction in Louisiana, 1941 (Dept. of Agricultural Economics Mimeographed Circular No. 26,
June 1942); Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938 to 1945
(Louisiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 420, June 1947); A Study of Major and Minor
Factors Affecting Management and Returns on Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of
Louisiana (Dept. of Agricultural Economics Mimeographed Circular No. 86, September 1948).
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In all years except 1943 and 1944, the farms studied comprised from
5 to 10 per cent of the total number of farms in the Louisiana Sugar
Cane Area. The original sample was weighted in accordance with the
importance of the sugar cane enterprise in each parish so that the data
were representative of the area as a whole.
TRENDS IN PRODUCTION, COSTS AND ORGANIZATION,
1938-1947
Farm organization and operation change with technological advance-
ments, biological discoveries, and changing economic conditions. Changes
in farm organization and operation cause farm costs and farm earnings to
vary. Therefore, most production and cost trends can be associated
directly with economic, technological, or biological developments.
Changes are not the result of the whims of individual farmers. In exam-
ining sugar cane production and cost tendencies, and changes in farm
organization, the underlying physical and economic causes were sought.
Changes in Volume of Business and Yields, 1938-1947
From 1938 to 1944, the average size of the farm business in the
sugar cane area varied slightly from year to year but displayed no tend-
ency to follow any particular pattern (Table 1). Since 1944, however,
there is an indicated trend toward small acreages in cane and reduced
acreage in total crops. The reduction of acres in total crops has been
greater than that of cane so that there has been a slight increase in the
percentage of cropland planted in sugar cane. This trend toward a
smaller volume of business was due apparently to the shortage of avail-
able hired labor during the war years, which caused producers to reduce
acreages in line with the reduced supply of hired labor and family
labor.
2 y
Annual variations in sugar cane yields followed no particular pat-
tern (Table 1). When climatic conditions were favorable, yields were
high; conversely, when climatic conditions were unfavorable, yields were
low. Over the ten-year period, average yields were 19 tons of cane per
acre.
TABLE 1. Number and Size of Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms Surveyed
in the Louisiana Sugar Cane Area, 1938-1947
Item 1938 1940 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947
Number of farms 500 453 467 110 110 508 503 500
Acres of cane per farm 41 35 35 44 42 32 25 26
Total acres in crops per
farm 86 85 73 91 85 70 54 54
Yield of cane per acre 22 14 17 23 22 23 18 18
Tons of cane sold per farm. 835 460 605 937 841 691 431 435
2
Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938 to 1945, Lou-
isiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 420, June 1947.
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Trends in Costs, Returns, and Earnings
Costs, returns, and earnings have increased greatly since 1938. This
was expected and can be directly related to changes in the general
price level. However, the significant point is not the amount but the
degree of change and relative variations of the different cost and return
items and measures of income.
Although average size of the farm business has declined in recent
years, all farm expenses except hired labor and miscellaneous expenses
have tended to increase (Table 2). The increases are due to an economic
factor — general price level. The decrease in hired labor expenses can
be attributed partly to the decline in size but more to a technological
improvement — the advent of the tractor and increased farm mechan-
ization. The percentage of farms having tractor power increased from 17
per cent in 1938 to 50 per cent in 1947. In 1938, hired labor constituted
43 per cent of total farm expenses, and in 1947, only 28 per cent. The
tremendous increase in machinery costs can be attributed to increased
farm mechanization. The miscellaneous expenses have declined because
they include many incidental items that are associated with mule farm-
TABLE 2. Average Costs and Returns per Farm on Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938-1947




Cane sold for sugar* 3,075 1,689 3,169 5,407 5,524 4,840 3,273 3,709
Other crops sold 332 234 399 246 662 617 392 460
Livestock & livestock products... 81 96 80 70 74 61 64 86
Other income 164 163 209 177 303 84 117
Total receipts 3,488 2,183 3,811 5,932 6,437 5,821 3,813 4,372
Farm Expenses:
Hired labor 1,545 1,008 1,202 2,288 2,244 1,797 1,067 1,027
Unpaid labor** 208 215 266 340 312 286 224 339
Fertilizer 131 140 151 235 280 218 193 226
Feed, seeds, and plants 79 100 108 145 141 97 148 170
Machinery & building costs 280 270 332 445 542 611 687 750
Land rent*** 283 195 354 574 585 585 452 498
Interest*** 410 418 i 364 494 669 568 373 406
All other expenses 633 440 517 497 693 777 270 234
Total expenses 3,569 2,786 3,294 5,018 5,466 4,939 3,414 3,650
Income
:
Labor income —81 —603 517 914 971 882 399 722
Value of farm privileges 321 343 510 530 763 696 537 693
Labor earnings 240 —260 1,027 1,444 1,734 1,578 936 1,415
Value of operator's time 430 550 654 671 1,105 893 770 737
Return to capital —101 —735 +227 +737 +535 +557 +2 + 391
Capital investment 8,200 8,360 7,280 9,880 13,380 11,360 7,460 6,927
*Total receipts from cane sold, including government payments.
**Value of unpaid family labor at the going wage rate, not including the labor of the
farm operator.
***Includes rent at actual cost and interest on owned investment at 5 per cent of the
depreciated assets.
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ing; the trend has been toward fewer mules and more tractors. Land
rent did not increase as rapidly or as much as did other expenses because
it is not affected by changing prices as much. Interest and depreciation
tend to be relatively fixed with regard to general price level and vary
with the size of the capital investment.
Sugar cane receipts are affected by variations in size and yield
so greatly that no significant pattern can be determined from the "average
per farm" data. Returns per ton of cane sold, however, increased 131 per
cent — from $3.68 to $8.51 per ton (Table 3). As total expenses increased
only 86 per cent over the corresponding period, profits per ton of cane
sold increased considerably. This is a familiar situation characteristic
of agricultural price patterns of past decades. During inflationary periods
agricultural prices rise faster than costs and farmers are relatively pros-
perous; during price recessions, agricultural prices drop more rapidly
than costs and farmers are not very prosperous. Preliminary information
for 1948 shows that sugar cane prices have receded significantly but that
costs have remained at very nearly the same level. All available data
indicate that sugar cane farmers should expect net returns to start
declining soon and should make future plans with that in mind. 3
Organization Changes over the 10-Year Period
The most significant change in the capital organization of sugar
cane farms has occurred in the type of power employed. Only 85 of 500
TABLE 3. Costs and Returns per Ton of Cane Sold for Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938-1JM7
Costs and Returns per Ton Sold 1938 1940 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947
Dollars
Direct farm expenses 3.44 4.72 4.26 4.22 4.89 5.48 6.01 6.31
Rent and interest _.. .83 1.33 1.19 1.14 1.46 1.67 1.91 2.07
Total farm expenses „ 4.27 6.05 5.45 5.36 6.35 7.15 7.92 8.38
Receipts from sources other
than sugar cane .49 1.14 1.06 .56 1.06 1.42 1.25 1.53
Net cost of producing sugar cane. 3.78 4.91 4.39 4.80 5.29 5.73 6.67 6.85
Total returns from cane sold 3.68 3.67 5.24 5.77 6.41 7.00 7.60 8.51
Profit from sugar cane to pay
operator for his labor —.10 -1.24 .85 .97 1.12 1.27 .93 1.66
Value of farm privileges .38 .74 .84
Total cash and non-cash profits
.57 .88 1.00 1.24 1.59
from sugar cane .28 —.50 1.69 1.54 2.00 2.27 2.17 3.25
Value of operator labor .51 1.20 1.08 .72 1.28 1.29 1.79 1.69
Capital investment per tan 9.82 18.17 12.03 10.54 15.90 16.44 16.08 14.77
Tons of cane produced per farm. 890 521 661 1,005 890 727 464 469
Tons of cane sold per farm 835 460 605 937 861 691 431 435
'Related Costs and Income data for the 10-year period may be found in the Appendix.
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farms studied in 1938 had tractors and tractor equipment as compared
with 250, or one-half of farms studied in 1947 (Appendix Table 7). All
farms still had mules in 1946, as tractors are not practical for all opera-
tions on small farms. However, most farms with tractors had more mules
and mule-drawn equipment than were necessary to take care of incidental
jobs. Many farmers reported that they kept mules and equipment for
sentimental reasons only. Any farm resource which is not used much
or is not necessary should be disposed of because it impairs efficiency,
increases costs, and reduces profits.
The number of automobiles, trucks, and other livestock remained at
the same approximate level (Appendix Table 6).
Tenure and Capital Investment, 1938-1947
There have been some changes in farm tenure in the area since 1938.
Full owners have increased slightly in number, part owners have de-
clined, cash renters have remained at the same level, and share renters
have increased in number. Apparentiy many part owners have become
full owners (Appendix Table 4).
Average farm capital has dropped somewhat, probably because of
the decline in size of the farm business that has taken place in the past
few years (Appendix Table 6).
FARM ORGANIZATION AND EARNINGS, 1938-1947
In Table 4, average receipts, expenses, income, and size for the
farms studied over the ten-year period are presented. The data represent
a simple average for the ten years rather than a weighted average. A
weighted average would tend to overemphasize the results of years when
a relatively large number of records were used.
Over the ten-year period, receipts from the sugar cane enterprise
constituted 86 per cent of total farm returns. Sales of other crops repre-
sented 9 per cent and livestock and livestock product sales only 2 per
cent of total receipts. These data are indicative of the highly specialized
nature of farming within the area.
Labor expenses, hired and family, made up 45 per cent of total farm
expenses. Fertilizer purchases comprised only 5 per cent and feed and
seed only 3 per cent of total farm expenses.
The average price received for cane sold from 1938 to 1947 was
$5.96 per ton. Average annual gross income amounted to $4,508 per
farm, or $6.96 per ton of cane sold. Over the period, average expenses
were $4,049 per farm, or $6.22 per ton of cane sold.
Labor income, which is the return to the operator for his labor and
management, averaged $459 per farm, or $0.74 per ton of cane sold. If
the value of products used from the farm for home consumption is
included as income, average income was $1,004, or $1.60 per ton of cane
sold. This means that family-type sugar cane farmers had an average
combined cash and non-cash income of $84 per month for the 1938-47
period.
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Over the same period, money invested in sugar cane farms returned
an average of only 2 per cent annually. At that rate, it would take the
average family sugar cane farm 50 years to pay for itself.
TABLE 4. Costs and Returns for Family Farms in the Louisiana Sugar
Cane Area for the Ten-Year Period 1938-1947
Average for the 10-Year Period
Costs and Returns Per Farm Per Acre of Per Acre Per Ton of
all Crops of Cane Cane Sold
Dollars
Farm Receipts:
Cane sold for sugar* 3 859 51.54 110.35 5.96
Other crops sold 417 5.63 12.05 .65
Livestock & livestock products ... 77 1.03 2.21 .12
155 2.02 4.34 .23
Total receipts 4,508 60.22 128.95 6.96
Farm Expenses:
Hired labor 1,554 20.30 43.55 2.33
Unpaid labor** 273 3.69 7.89 .43
Fertilizer 196 2.65 5.67 .30
Feed, seed, & plants 121 1.69 3.60 .19
Machinery & building costs 474 5.44 11.65 .63
Land rent*** 438 5.95 12.73 .69
Interest*** 468 6.21 13.30 .72
All other expenses 525 7.98 . 17.08 .93
Total expenses 4,049 53.91 115.47 6.22
Income t
Labor income 459 6.31 13.48 .74
Value of farm privileges _ 545 7.44 15.90 .86
Labor earnings 1,004 13.75 29.38 1.60
Value of operator's time 724 9.80 20.97 1.13
Return to capital 203 2.72 5.81 .33
Per cent return to capital 2
Capital investment, dollars 9,231 121 256 14
Acres in all crops 76 1
Acres in cane 36
Tons of cane sold 669 9 19
*Total receipts from cane sold, including government payments.
**Value of unpaid family labor at the going wage rate, not including the labor of the
farm opei'ator.
***Includes land rent at actual cost and interest on owned investment at 5 per ceat of
the value of the depreciated assets.
Farm Organization, 1946-1947
Tables 5 and 6 present average receipts, expenses, income, and
related information for 503 family farms studied in 1946 and 500 studied
in 1947. Most of the farms included in the 1946 study were included in
the 1947 study, so that the data are directly comparable.
Farms surveved in 1947 were about the same average size as those
studied in 1946. Farms studied in 1946 had an average of 54 acres in all
crops and 25 acres in sugar cane; those studied in 1947 had 54 acres in
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crops and 26 acres in cane (Table 5). Yields and per cent cropland in
cane were about the same in both years.
TABLE 5. Average Size and Yield and Other Related Information for
Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1946-1947
1946 1947
Number of Farms 503 500
Average farm capital
Acres in crops
Acres in cane :
Tons cane harvested
Tons cane sold
Tons harvested per acre
Tons sold per acre
Per cent cropland in cane
Per cent owning tractors
Per cent owning automobiles
Per cent owning trucks
Per cent white operators
Per cent Negro operators
Per cent owners
Per cent part owners
Per cent cash renters





































The percentage of farms using tractors increased from 45 per cent
to 50 per cent over the one-year period — a significant increase. There
was little difference in the distribution of farms according to race and
tenure for the two years.
Costs and Returns, 1946-1947
Although volume of business and yields per acre were about the
same in 1946 and 1947, earnings were considerably higher in the latter
year. This can be explained by the fact that from 1946 to 1947, prices
received by sugar cane farmers increased to a greater extent than prices
paid by farmers for materials of production. Over the one-year period,
the price of cane increased 12 per cent, from $7.60 to $8.51 per ton,
while total expenses increased only 7 per cent, from $7.92 to $8.38
per ton (Table 6).
In 1946, farmers realized $399 per farm, or $.93 per ton of cane,
as the return for labor and management; in 1947, labor income was $722
per farm, or $1.66 per ton of cane sold. Labor earnings, which is the
combined cash and non-cash return to labor, amounted to $936 per farm
in 1946 and $1,415 in 1947.
The net cost of producing sugar cane in 1946 was $6.67 per ton
as compared with $6.85 per ton in 1947.
MAJOR AND MINOR FACTORS AFFECTING PROFITS ON
FAMILY-TYPE SUGAR CANE FARMS
Four elements are needed for the production of agricultural pro-
ducts: (1) land, upon which to grow the crop or keep the animal; (2) labor,
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to perform the essential operations; (3) capital, to purchase the needed
materials and service; and (4) management, to organize and supervise
farm operations. The success of any type of production depends upon
the efficiency with which these four factors are organized and utilized.
TABLE 6. Costs and Returns for Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in






Average Average Average Average Average Average
Costs and per per Acre per Ton per per Acre per Ton




Sugar cane 3,273 129 7.60 3,709 143 8.51
Other _ 540 21 1.25 663 25 1.53
Total 3,813 150 8.85 4,372 168 10.04
Expenses:
Fertilizer 193 7 .45 226 9 .52
Feed and seed 148 6 .34 170 6 .39
Repairs 78 3 .18 80 3 .18
Hired labor 1,067 42 2.48 1,027 40 2.36
Family labor 224 9 .52 339 13 .78
Land rent 452 18 1.05 498 19 1.14
Power equipment 302 12 .70 300 12
T
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Depreciation 307 12 .71 370 14 .85
Interest 373 15 .86 406 15 .93
Other costs 270 11 .63 234 9 .54































(inch interest) 3,414 135 7.92 3,650 140 8.38
Misc. income 540 21 1.25 663 25 1.53
Net costs _ 2,874 114 6.67 2,987 115 6.85
Sugar cane receipts 3,273 129 7.60 3,709 143 8.51
Net return from cane
to pay operator for
labor & manage-
ment 399 15 .93 722 28 1.66
Studies of sugar cane farms over the ten-year period, 1938-1947,
have attempted to determine the organization of those basic elements
that leads to greatest success. The studies show that successful farms
have different characteristics from those observed on unsuccessful farms.
Those characteristics are referred to as "factors affecting profits" and
are discussed in sections following.
Some of the factors affecting profits are economic and some are
physical. The physical factors include: (1) variety selection; (2) methods
of planting, fertilizing, cultivating, and harvesting; (3) fertilizer selec-
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tion; and (4) disease and insect control. The physical factors are studied
by the agronomist, the horticulturist, the animal husbandryman, etc., and
will not be discussed in this report. Only the economic factors causing
one producer to have lower costs and higher returns than another in the
same area and in the same year will be analyzed.
In addition to the economic and physical factors, there are numerous
other factors that influence farm profits indirectly. In this report the
economic factors closely related to farm profits are referred to as "major
factors," and other factors are called "minor factors."
Major Factors Affecting Farm Profits
Analysis of the studies made over the ten-year period reveal that the
major factors affecting farm profits in the sugar cane area are: (1) yield;
(2) size of farm business; (3) the degree of specialization in sugar cane
production; and (4) labor and equipment efficiency.
Yield: Yield is the most important factor affecting profits on family
sugar cane farms. If yields are low, profits will not be at a maximum,
regardless of the magnitude of the other factors. Yield is the multiplier
that gives effect to size. It costs almost as much to produce an acre of
cane that yields a small tonnage as it does to produce an acre that yields
a large tonnage. Yet the receipts from the acre with the high rate of
production will be considerably greater. That extra tonnage will make
a significant difference in the earnings of the two acres of land.
The relationship of yields to farm profits for various years may be
observed in Appendix Table 11. The relationship of size and yield to
farm earnings independently of the influence of each other is presented
in Table 7.
TABLE 7. Relation of Size and Yield to Organization and Earnings of 503
Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana, 1946
Group — Size Farm Labor Labor Acres in Cane Sold Number
and Yield* Income Income Earnings Cane per Acre Farms
Dollars Acres Tons No.
Small size
:
Low yield 163 17 436 5 10 89
Medium yield 373 274 689 6 18 37
High yield 372 110 730 6 24 33
Medium size
:
Low yield „ 219 . —11 454 15 11 71
Medium yield _.. 720 434 957 16 17 69
High yield 1,155 852 1,396 17 24 43
Large size:
Low yield 667 109 673 58 11 39
Medium yield . 1,189 517 1,158 58 17 59
High yield 2,175 1,348 2,055 53 22 63
Small — 9 or less acres in cane.
Medium — 10 to 24 acres in cane.
Large — 25 or more acres in cane.
Low yield — less than 16 tons harvested per acre.
Medium yield — 16 to 20.9 tons harvested per acre.
High yield — 21 or more tons harvested per acre.
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Size: Quite obviously a large volume of farm business is essential
for large profits. Regardless of how efficiently it is organized and
operated, a very small sugar cane farm cannot return large profits.
Wherever possible, the farmer should cultivate as many acres as is
physically possible with available labor and equipment. Facts available
lead to the conclusion that under Louisiana conditions, a size of farm of
100 acres in crops, of which 50 acres are sugar cane, is needed to main-
tain an efficient family-type sugar cane farm.
4
If yields are not extremely low, farm earnings increase directly with
size. As long as yields are large enough for returns per unit to exceed
unit costs, then the larger the size of farm, the larger the profits. How-
ever, when yields are very low, as in 1940, and unit costs exceed unit
returns, then the larger the size, the greater the losses (Appendix
Table 10).
Diversity or Specialization of the Farm Business: In general, a spe-
cialized farm is one that relies on a single source of income; a diversi-
fied farm is one that relies on several sources of income. Few farms
are completely specialized or perfectly diversified, so that making a
distinction between diversity and specialization is a matter of degree.
In this report, farms which obtain more than 80 per cent of total receipts
from one source, the sugar cane enterprise, are considered specialized.
By that criterion, most farms in the area must be considered specialized,
as sugar cane receipts constitute an average of 86 per cent of total
receipts for the area as a whole.
In most farming areas, diversification is recommended in order
that the factors of production can be used more fully and that the risks
of depending upon one source of income will be eliminated. However,
the many studies conducted in the Louisiana sugar cane area show that
specialization is more profitable for all except very small farms (less than
IP acres in cane). On medium and large sized farms, the greater the
proportion of cropland in sugar cane, the greater the farm earnings. On
small farms, livestock or other crops produced along with sugar cane
and during the off season add to farm profits (Appendix Table 13).
In view of the high productivity of soils and favorable climatic con-
ditions in the sugar cane area, it is surprising that one-crop farming
is more profitable. This unusual phenomenon can be explained largely
by two factors: (1) the lack of market outlets discourages the production
of other crops; and (2) the lack of low-cost pasturage prevents extensive
livestock production.
The relationship of specialization in cane production to farm profits
is revealed in Table 8. The effect of size and yield was reduced so that
the influence of specialization alone may be observed. Because degree of
specialization was related very closely to size, it was particularly neces-
i
Costs and Returns of Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938 to 1945, Lou-
isiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 420, June 1947.
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sary to reduce the effect of size. Largeness is conducive to increased
specialization in that it permits the utilization of the factors more fully
and economically.
TABLE 8. Relation of Specialization in Cane Production to Earnings for









specialized 305 183 499 11
Small,
High yield,
diversified 533 278 854 8
Small,
High yield,
specialized 652 429 879 10
Large,
Low yield,
diversified 423 —84 493 31
Large,
Low yield,
specialized 601 180 705 42
Large,
High yield,
diversified 1,098 202 948 31
Large,
High yield,
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e-mail — 14 or less acres in cane.
Large — 15 or more acres in cane.
Low yield — less than 18 tons harvested per acre.
High yield — 18 tons or more harvested per acre.
Diversified — less than 45 per cent of cropland in cane.
Specialized — 45 per cent or more of cropland in cane.
Labor and Equipment Efficiency: As shown earlier, labor is the
most expensive item involved in the production of sugar cane. It logically
follows that any improvement in practices or equipment that decreases
the costs of performing farm operations will increase farm profits. There-
fore, labor and equipment efficiency is related directly to farm earnings.
In general, the greater the output per worker, the greater are farm
returns.
It must be pointed out that every method of increasing the output
per man working on the farm does not decrease costs and result in greater
earnings. In some cases the costs of using certain types of equipment may
exceed the costs of hand labor required to do the same job. For example,
the efficiency of some small farms was increased by using tractors
(Table 9). The man work units accomplished per man on small, low-
yield farms increased from 155 to 367, but labor income decreased from
$+9 to $—46 as efficiency increased. The per cent of farms using tractors
17
in the same groups increased from 6 per cent to 48 per cent. Quite
obviously increased efficiency was achieved by mechanization which
was not practical on the smaller sized farms (6 to 9 acres in cane). On
mprlium and large farms, however, mechanization increased efficiency
and reduced costs.
TABLE 9. Relation of the Output per Worker to Earnings for 503 Family
Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana, 1946
Group — Size, Man Acres Cane Per Cent Number
Yield and Labor Farm Labor Labor Work in Sold Using of
Efficiency* Income Income Earnings Units Cane per Tractors Farms
per Man Acre
Small, low yield, Dollars No. Acres Tons % No.
low efficiency... 114 9 413 155 6 12 6 84
Small, low yield,
medium efficiency- 345 196 605 235 8 11 10 48
Small, low yield,
high efficiency 264 —46 614 367 9 10 48 23
Small, high yield,
low efficiency .. 332 152 603 150 7 21 14 28
Small, high yield,
medium efficiency.. 652 381 922 242 9 22 16 49
Small, high yield,
high efficiency . 666 322 913 365 10 20 30 10
Large low yield,
low efficiency .. —366 —723 —274 174 24 12 38 8
Large, low yield,
medium efficiency.. 443 126 647 250 31 13 55 49
Large, low yield,
high efficiency 756 203 768 377 47 12 87 61
Large, high yield
low efficiency —143 —777 —174 169 29 20 100 7
Large, high yield,
medium efficiency... 1278 687 1271 262 35 21 66 56
Large, high yield,
high efficiency 2159 1496 2178 394 52 20 79 80
Small — 14 or less acres in cane.
Large — 15 or more acres in cane.
Low yield — less than 18 tons harvested per acre.
High yield — 18 or more tons harvested per acre.
Low Efficiency — 199 or less man work units per man.
Medium efficiency — 200 to 299 man work units per man.
High efficiency — 300 or more man work units per man.
Minor Factors in the Organization and Operation
of Family-Type Farms
The minor factors involved in the organization and operation of
family farms analyzed in this section are: (1) age of the farm operator,
(2) education of the farm operator, (3) race, (4) tenure, (5) size of the
farm family, and (6) degree of farm mechanization. Although some of the
factors listed are more sociologic than economic in character, their
influence on the major economic factors and on general farm organiza-
tion is important enough to demand study. Knowledge of the role played
by these minor factors in the overall structure will materially aid pro-
grams designed to improve general farm organization and operation.
To determine the relationship of the minor factors to farm earnings,
the influence of the factors having a major influence on farm earnings
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had to be reduced. Because of the expense involved, it was impractical to
attempt to eliminate the influence of all factors except the ones studied.
It was practical, however, to control the more important factors and
approximate the effect of the other factors. As specialization and effi-
ciency are related very closely to size, it was necessary to control only
size and yield to obtain the desired effect of reducing the influence of
the major factors.
Along with the relationship of the minor factors to farm earnings,
the interrelationship of the minor factors and major factors was analyzed.
In most cases the minor factors had more direct bearing on major factors
than on farm profits, thus suggesting that an indirect approach to farm
organizational problems and farm earnings may be effective in some
instances.
Age of Farm Operator: Other things being equal, such as size of
farm and yield per acre, young farmers appear to have the advantage over
the older aged groups in sugar cane farming. The data in Table 11 reveal
that operators less than 40 years of age had higher earnings than those
60 or over. In the small-farm, low-yield group, for instance, labor earn-
ings averaged $534 for operators less than 40 as compared with $282 for
those 60 years or more. In the large-farm and high-yield groups labor
earnings varied from $2,173 per farm for the farmers less than 40 to
$1,819 for those 60 years old or older.
This variation in earnings between the two age groups can be attri-
buted primarily to the fact that the younger operators are able to do
more work themselves and thus hire fewer men. Too, they can supervise
the work of hired hands more closely than older farmers. As evidenced
by the greater percentage of young farmers owning tractors, the young
operators probably adopt modern methods more rapidly than old opera-
tors (Tables 10 and 11).
TABLE 10. Relation of Age of Farm Operators to Various Management
Factors for 503 Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana, 1946
Age of the Farm Operator
Management Factors
29 or 30 to 40 to 50 to 60 to 70 or
less 39 49 59 69 more
Average per Farm
Size — acres in cane 28 28 24 22 26 24
Yield — tons sold per acre 16 17 17 16 18 18
Specialization — per cent
cropland in cane _ 55 48 46 42 50 44
Efficiency — man work
units per man 301 305 265 246 254 239
Per cent using tractors _ 49 51 44 45 39 32
Average farm capital — dollars 3,840 5,740 7,000 8,380 9,660 7,720
Years of formal schooling
completed _. 5.1 4.4 3.1 2.3 1.8 0.0
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Education of the Farm Operator: Only 6 per cent of all the opera-
tors included in the 1946 study completed as much as nine years of
formal schooling. The 503 operators averaged completing slightly more
than three years, with nearly one-half, 46 per cent, having had only two
years or less of formal education.
Farm operators in the high-education groups had much larger farms,
obtained higher yields, were more highly specialized, and had greater
labor and equipment efficiency (Table 12). When these major factors
TABLE 12. Relation of Education of Farm Operators to Various Manage-
ment Factors for 503 Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana,
1946
Years of Formal Schooling
Management Factors 2 or 9 or
Less 3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 More
Size - acres in cane
Average per Farm
21 22 28 30 53
Yield — tons sold per acre .. 17 17 17 16 19
Specialization — per cent cropland in cane 46 46 49 48 50
Efficiency — man work units per man 260 266 286 266 349
Per cent using tractors 33 36 57 66 100
Average farm capital — dollars 5,840 5,840 8,080 5,880 20,000
were not controlled, the high education groups had much larger earn-
ings. But when the earnings of the educated and uneducated operators
on farms of the same approximate size and productivity were compared,
earnings were about equal (Table 13). The education level was so closely
related to variations in the major factors, however, that no distinct con-
clusions could be drawn with respect to the importance of education to
farm success until more intensive study has been made. Apparently,
education has an important, although indirect, effect on farm earnings
and is a medium through which farm management problems can be
approached and solved. It is improbable that advantage in the major
factors can be attributed wholly to the education factor. Such advantage
may be attributed largely to variations in the wealth of parents, which
also affects the educational level of individual operators.
Race: The only racial groups in the area are Caucasians and Negroes,
commonly called whites and Negroes. Negro operators are concentrated
in the Pointe Coupee - West Baton Rouge and the St. Mary - St. Martin
areas. The areas in which they are located generally are characterized by
small farms. The average Negro-operated farm had only 12 acres in
sugar cane and obtained yields of 14 tons of cane per acre (Table 14).
Farms operated by whites averaged 31 acres of cane and sold 18 tons
of cane per acre. Only 20 per cent of the Negro operators, as compared
with 46 per cent of the white operators, were full owners. Two-thirds
of the Negro farms were rented. The average value of the white-operated


























































When all factors were permitted to have their full influence, white
operators had much larger earnings. If the influence of other factors was
reduced, there was no relationship between farm earnings and race
(Table 15). Variations in labor income and labor earnings accompanying
racial differences are inconsistent and unpredictable when other factors
such as size and yield are made equal.
The most important point to be observed from this analysis is the
very close relationship between race and the major factors. There is a
very great difference in the size and productivity of white- and Negro-
operated farms. Programs designed to improve production organization
and raise the general size and productivity of family sugar cane farms
should place particular emphasis on farms operated by Negroes.
Tenure: Tenure refers to the conditions under which the land is
held. The common forms of tenure are: (1) full ownership; (2) part
ownership; (3) cash renting; and (4) share renting. Of the 503 farms
included in this study, 195 were owner-operated, 80 were part-owner-
operated, 80 were cash renter-operated, and 148 were share renter-
operated. Farmers who own all of the land operated are called "owners."
Those who own part of the land operated and rent additional land are
called "part-owners." "Cash renters" are those who pay a definite amount
of money per acre or who pay a lump sum for the entire farm. "Share
renters" give a specified proportion of crops as payments for the use of
the land. Of course, there are some "share-cash renters" who pay cash
for land devoted to feed crops and give a share of cash crops to the land-
lord. Because the share of crops given the landlord generally comprises
TABLE 14. Relation of Race to Various Management Factors for 503 Family





Size — acres in cane 31 12
Yield — tons sold per acre 18 14
Specialization — per cent cropland in cane 49 40
Efficiency — man work units per man 296 209
Per cent using tractors 59 8
Average farm capital — dollars 9,480 2,400
Years of schooling completed by operator 3.5 2.0
Number per farm family .:. 5 5
Per cent owners i 46 20
Per cent part owners ; 17 14
Per cent cash renters _ _ 9 33
Per cent share renters „ 28 33
Number of farms .„' 360 143
the bulk of land rent charges, farms operated under the share-cash leasing
agreement are classified as share renter farms in this report. Share
croppers are practically non-existent in the sugar cane area. The ex-
penses of the few that were found were included as hired labor.
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Cash and share renters furnish all labor, materials, equipment, and
power and make minor repairs to buildings, fences, and roads. The
landlord furnishes land and buildings and pays for major repairs, improve-
ments, and taxes. Under the share rent agreement, the landlord some-
times pays part of the fertilizer, feed, and seed expenses, but usually these
expenses are borne entirely by the share renter. Generally, the share
renter gives only a portion of the cane crop in payment for the use of the
farm but in some cases, the landlord takes a portion of feed and other
cash crops, too. The most typical arrangement is for the share renter to
give one-fourth of the cane crop. However, some pay one-third, others
one-fifth, and still others one-sixth.
Share renters had the largest farms (Table 16). Share renter farms
averaged 34 acres in cane, as compared with an average of 31, 23, and 11
acres in cane on part owner, owner, and cash renter farms, respectively.
On the other hand, cash renters were at the greatest disadvantage when
the major factors were concerned. Several explanations for this great
disparity in the organization and management of share and cash renter
farms may be advanced, of which the following is prevalent: Present
owners of land in the sugar cane area are reluctant to sell or rent on a
cash basis land that is so highly productive that it returns a good income
when prices are high if rented on a share basis. When the general
price level declines, the returns from share renting will decline, also,
and possibly more land will be rented on a cash basis.
TABLE 16. Relation of Tenure to Various Management Factors for 503
Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana, 1946
Tenure
Management Factors Part Cash Share
Owners Owners Renters Renters
Average per Farm
Size — acres in cane 23 31 11 34
Yield — tons sold per acre 17 18 15 16
Specialization — per cent cropland in cane 45 48 35 54
Efficiency — man work units per man 281 284 198 291
Per cent using tractors 48 64 14 48
12,800 8,940 1,340 2,980
Number of farms 195 80 80 148
To determine the influence of tenure on farm earnings, the farms
were separated into two groups — owners and renters. When the effect of
the major factors was reduced, the data indicated that renters generally
had larger returns to labor and management than owners (Table 17). This
results from the fact that interest and depreciation expenses chargeable
to owner farms exceeded rental charges borne by renters. On family
sugar cane farms in 1946, of course, the financial advantages gained by












overhead and rent charges changes. Theoretically, renters should be at
the greatest advantage financially during periods of low prices because
rent tends to vary with the general price level and overhead charges
remain relatively stable. Before developing long-time conclusions, addi-
tional studies of actual changes under various prices conditions must be
made.
The fact that this study shows renters to have a financial advantage
over owners does not suggest that all family sugar cane farmers should be
renters. There are many advantages concomitant to private ownership
which cannot be measured in dollars and cents. However, it does sug-
gest that many owners of small farms can increase their earnings by
renting additional land needed to make their farming unit more efficient,
but which they are unable to buy. It indicates that it is more desirable
to rent a large farm and invest available cash in equipment than to buy
a small unit that is not large enough to permit efficient organization and
operation.
Size of the Farm Family: By "size of the farm family" is meant
the number of persons living on the farm who are dependent upon the
farm for subsistence. This factor affects farm earnings by increasing or
decreasing the family labor supply and, consequently, by increasing or
reducing farm labor costs. Whether size of family has any bearing
depends largely upon the age and sex of children. It is believed that in
most instances family labor varies directly with the s'ze of the family and
to make allowances for age and sex will only complicate the analysis.
Consequently, no such modifications were made.
The average farm family in the area had five members and was
compo:ed of a husband, wife, and three children. Only one major factor,
size of farm, tended to vary with the size of the family unit (Table 18).
The smallest families had the smallest farms and the largest families had
the largest farms. Farms with medium-sized families were of the same
approximate size.
TABLE 18, Relation of Size of the Farm Family to Various Management
Factors for 503 Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area of Louisiana, 1946
Number per Farm Family
Management Factors 2 or












Size — acres in cane 14 26 26 27 33
Yield — tons sold per acre 14 17 18 17 17
Specialization — per cent cropland
in cane 41 48 49 47 47
Efficiency — man work units
per man 219 284 284 267 270
Per cent using tractors 18 48 47 40 67
Average farm capital 2,380 8,795 7,485 6,679 7,174
Number of farms 65 165 132 78 63
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Generally, farms with large families tended to have slightly larger
earnings than those with small families. The relationship between size
of the farm family and farm income was neither consistent nor distinct,
however, and no unqualified conclusion can be gained from the data
(Table 19). Some advantage can be gained by fitting the size of the
farm unit to the available labor supply; however, the data do not indicate
that this practice has been followed in the Louisiana sugar cane area.
In fixing the size of a unit to utilize family labor fully and efficiently,
many things would have to be considered, of which the most important
is the type of power and equipment to be employed.
Degree of Mechanization: In this study the degree of farm mechan-
ization refers to the number of tractors owned per farm. Of the 503
farms included in this study, 304 had no tractors, 178 had one, and 21
had two or more.
Throughout the study a very close relationship between size of the
farm business and degree of mechanization was observed. Table 20
reveals that farms with no tractors had an average of 13 acres in cane,
those with one tractor had 38 acres, and those with two tractors or more
had 99 acres in cane. This close correlation indicates that degree of
mechanization may be a good measure of size of farm business in the
sugar cane area.
The devices employed to control the influence of size were not
adequate when applied to large mechanized and non-mechanized groups.
Therefore, the data for those two groups were not comparable and no
conclusion could be drawn.
In the small-size groups, die effect of size was reduced enough so
that an analysis could be made. Comparison of cost and income data for
small mechanized and small non-mechanized groups revealed an inverse
relationship between farm mechanization and earnings (Table 21). The
relatively large number of small farms (less than 15 acres in cane) using
tractors was very surprising. Even more surprising was the fact that
these same farms kept the same number of mules after buying a tractor.
TABLE 20. Relation of Degree of Mechanization to Various Management









Size — acres in cane , 13 38 99
Yield — tons sold per acre _. 17 17 17
Specialization — per «ent cropland in cane ..... 39 52 52
Efficiency — man work units per man _ 236 325 338
Average farm capital _ _ M 3,740 10,540 35,480











































Obviously if they had enough power with three mules before buying the
tractor, they did not need three after buying it. The data clearly indi-
cate that unless a large amount of custom work is done, small sugar cane
farms should hire tractor work or buy tractors cooperatively.
The fixed costs (interest and depreciation) involved in owning and
operating a tractor are very high. Only by producing a large volume and
using the tractors a great number of days can unit costs be reduced to
such an extent that a tractor can be employed to advantage. Small farms
do not permit this extensive usage. Therefore, on small farms tractor
costs exceed hired labor costs and tend to affect profits adversely.
Just what a size a farm must be before it is profitable to introduce
various types of mechanical power and equipment cannot be determined
from this study. However, there can be no set rules that will fit all cases.
The introduction of power equipment to the farming system must be
governed by many considerations, and the size of the unit will vary with
individual conditions. Certainly mechanical power can be used to advan-
tage on large farms, but it appears to be an expensive luxury on small
farms that do no custom work.
SUMMARY
1. Detailed farm management and cost studies of the operation of family-
type sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted by the De-
partment of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station for most years since 1938. This report summarizes
the detailed results of this series of studies for 1946 and 1947 with
comparisons with the earlier period.
2. Records were collected from 503 family-type sugar cane farms in 1946
and 500 in 1947. The sample studied represented between 5 and 10
per cent of all family-type sugar cane farmers in Louisiana in the
recent 1946-47 period and is similar in size and composition to the
sample of farms surveyed in the long-time 1938-45 period.
3. The average size of the family-type sugar cane farms studied for the
1946-47 period was about 75 acres, including 54 acres in cropland of
which 26 acres were planted to sugar cane. About 37 per cent of these
farms were operated by producers who owned their farms; 19 per cent
were operated by growers who owned part of their land and rented
part; 18 per cent were operated by cash renters; and 26 per cent by
share renters.
4. The most significant changes in the organization of family-type
sugar cane farms in Louisiana in recent years have been the shift
towards smaller operating units maintained primarily with family
labor and the change from mule to tractor farming. The average
planted acreage of sugar cane per farm declined from 41 acres in
1946 to 26 acres in 1947. The number of farms having tractor power
increased from 17 per cent to 50 per cent during the same period.
Both of these changes were caused primarily by increasing hired labor
costs during the period.
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5. The average labor income, or cash profit from sugar cane production
to pay the operator for his labor, varied from about $400 per farm
in 1946 to $722 in 1947. Returns were higher in 1947 than in 1946
because of increased prices received for sugar cane; total income
from sugar cane averaged $8.51 per ton in 1947, which was the highest
point in the recent history of the sugar cane industry. Prices in 1948,
however, declined to about $7.20 per ton.
6. For the 10-year period, 1938 to 1947, these family-type sugar cane
farmers produced sugar cane at an average cost of $115 per acre, or
$6.22 per ton of cane sold, not including the value of the unpaid
labor of the farm operator as a cost. Gross income for the period
amounted to $129 per acre, or $6.96 per ton. The average labor income
per year, or the amount of cash remaining to pay the operator for his
years work on the farm, averaged $459 per farm, $13 per acre of cane
produced, or $0.74 per ton of cane sold.
7. The financial results of this series of studies of family-type sugar
cane farms show that in any given year and under the same climatic
conditions and the same price structure, there are still variations
from farm to farm in costs, returns, and net profits. The major
economic factors influencing net returns were found to be the size
of the farm, the yield of cane per acre, the proportion of the crop-
land planted to cane, and the relative efficiency in the use of man
labor and equipment.
8. The more efficient producers in the area were those who maintained
a size of farm of about 100 acres in crops with 50 acres in sugar cane,
those who obtained average yields over a long-time period of 20 tons
per acre or more, the large producers who specialized in sugar cane
production and the small farm producers who maintained a diversified
farming program, and those who maintained labor efficiency to the
extent of accomplishing 300 days of productive work per man for the
year.
9. In addition to the major factors affecting returns, certain minor fac-
tors were also important. The age of the farm operator was found to
be important, with the younger farmers obtaining greater labor effi-
ciency and obtaining higher returns; the level of education was im-
portant in influencing major factors determining profits; the tenant
farmers with fairly large farms made greater earnings than the smaller
owner-operated farms; and although mechanization paid on the
larger farms, many of the smaller farms made low returns when
shifting to tractor power without a sufficient volume of business to
justify the change. There was little or no relationship between the
race or color of the farm operator or the size of the farm family to
returns from sugar cane farming.
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APPENDIX TABLES
APPENDIX TABLE 1. Average Costs and Returns per Farm on Family-


















Direct farm expenses 2,876 2,173 2,576 3,950 4,212 3,786 2,589 2,746
Rent and interest 693 613 718 1,068 1,254 1,153 825 904
Total farm expenses 3,569 2,786 3,294 5,018 5,466 4,939 3,414 3,650
Receipts from sources
other than sugar cane 413 494 642 525 913 981 540 663
Net cost of producing
sugar cane 3,156 2,292 2,652 4,493 4,553 3,958 2,874 2,987
Total returns from
cane sold 3,075 1,689 3,169 5,407 5,524 4,840 3,273 3,709
Profit from sugar cane
to pay operator for his
labor „ —81 —603 517 914 971 882 399 722
Value of farm privileges...... 321 343 610 530 763 696 537 693
Total cash and non-cash
profits from sugar cane 240 —260 1,027 1,444 1,734 1,578 936 1,415
Cash return per month —7 —50 43 76 81 74 33 60
Non-cash return per
month „ 27 29 43 44 64 58 45 58
Total return per month
to pay operator for his
labor „.. 20 —21 86 120 145 132 78 118
APPENDIX TABLE 2. Costs and Returns per Acre of Cane Grown on












Direct farm expenses 70.15 62.09 73.60 89.77 100.29 118.31 102.00 106.00
Rent and interest 16.90 17.51 20.51 24.27 29.86 36.03 33.00 34.00
Total farm expenses 87.05 79.60 94.11 114.04 130.15 154.34 135.00 140.00
Receipts from sources
other than sugar cane 10.07 14.11 18.34 11.93 21.74 30.66 21.00 25.00
Net cost of producing
sugar cane 76.98 65.49 75.77 102.11 108.41 123.68 114.00 115.00
Total returns from
cane sold 75.00 48.26 90.54 122.89 131.52 151.25 129.00 143.00
Profits from sugar cane
to pay operator for his
labor —1.98 —17.23 14.77 20.78 23.11 27.57 15.00 28.00
Value of farm privileges 7.83 9.80 14.57 12.05 18.16 21.75 21.00 27.00
Total cash and non-cash
profits from sugar cane... . 5.85 —7.43 29.34 32.83 41.27 49.32 36.00 55.00
Value of operator labor 10.49 15.71 18.68 15.25 26.31 27.91 30.00 28.00
Net gain over value of
operator labor —4.64 —23.14 10.66 17.58 14.96 21.41 6.00 27.00
Acres of cane per farm 41 35 35 44 42 32 25 26
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APPENDIX TABLE 3. Average Labor Returns to the Operator from the
Sugar Cane Enterprise for Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
1938-1947















Costs and returns Dollars
per farm :
Income from sugar cane... 3,075 1,689 3,169 5,407 5,524 4,840 3,273 3,709
Net costs 3,156 2,292 2,652 4,493 4,553 3,958 2 874 2 987
Cash profit to pay farmer
for his labor —81 —603 517 914 971 882 399 722
Value of farm privileges...... 321 343 510 530 763 696 537 693
Total profit to pay farmer
for his labor 240 —260 1,027 1,444 1,734 1,578 936 1,415
Costs and returns
per hour:
Cash return per hour of
labor* —.03 —.24 .20 .36 .38 .35 .16 .28
Non-cash return per hour
of labor* .12 .14 .20 .21 .30 .27 .21 .27
Total return per hour
of labor* .09 .10 .40 .56 .68 .62 .37 .55
Farmer's estimate of
value per hour of his
labor .17 .22 .26 .26 .43 .35 .30 .29
Minimum wage rate in
the area** .15 .15 .18 .23 .25 .27 .40 .40
Based on an are age of 10.1 months of 25 working days of full-time work on the farm
as reported by the farmers surveyed, or a total of 2,550 hours of work for the year.
**Average of hourly rate as established by the U. S. Department of Agriculture, for
each year for common male labor, with harvesting rates weighted at 30 per cent and
cultivating rates at 70 per cent.
APPENDIX TABLE 4. Tenure of Farm Operators Surveyed, Family-Type














Farms in each Number
tenure group:
Full owners 165 128 115 29 39 222 195 189
Part owners and renters... 156 155 123 43 29 66 80 93
Cash renters 80 69 110 12 25 106 80 90
Share renters 99 101 119 26 17 113 148 128
Total 500 453 467 110 110 507 503 500
Proportion in per cent
each group:
Full owners 33 28 25 26 35 44 38 38
Part owners and renters... 31 34 26 39 26 13 16 18
Cash renters 16 15 24 11 23 21 16 18
Share renters ., 20 23 25 24 16 22 30 26
Total » 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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APPENDIX TABLE 5. Livestock and Equipment on Family-Type
Louisiana Sugar Cane Farms, 1942 and 1946
1942 1946
Item Proportion Number Average Proportion Number Average
of all Farms per Farm Value of all Farms per Farm Value
Having the Reporting per Having the Reporting per
Item the Item Item Item the Item Item
Per cent Number Dollars Per cent Number Dollars
Livestock
:
Workstock 100 4 173 100 3 169
Milk cows 72 4 61 83 2 167
Other cattle - 38 6 44 40 8 36
86 7 113 74 5 183
Chickens 92 82 1 97 66 1
Power Equipment:
Tractors 26 lylZVO 45 1 1,474
Trucks 30 558 20 1 711
Automobiles 60 446 56 1 333
Other Equipment:
16 45 19 A-l%l
Disc harrow 44 52 30 87
Feed, grinders 20 25 5 so
Fertilizer distri-
26 1 27 33 35
100 1 100
Hoist and derrick... 16 1 423 Q 389
100 11 1 36
38 56 20 50
52 15 57 17
57 58 32 64
77 20 66 19
48 16 24 19
Plows, single 100 14 98 15
Riding cultivators ... 64 68 60 62
Saddles _ 38 17 18 20
Shavers, cane 51 28 26 72
Spike harrows 100 2 a 79 8
Trailers 17 358
Wagons 100 2 115 93 136
Walking cultivators 82 1 31 46 29
Work gears 100 4 9 98 3 12
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APPENDIX TABLE 6. Distribution of Capital
Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1942,
Investment on Family-Type
1945, 1946 and 1947
Capital Items
Average Investment per Farm



















5,643 9,299 2,981 2,439
3,428 4,333 1,725 2,052
9,071 13,632 4,706 4,491
747 822 520 644
318 350 155 187
214 232 105 134
1,279 1,404 780 965 915 741
537 860 14 488 662 751
231 213 5 110 143 118
372 250 169 130 187 147
862 1,115 271 770 780 679
2,002 2,438 459 1,498 1,772 1,695
12,352 17,474 1,239 2,463 7,393 6,927
APPENDIX TABLE 7. Cost of Tractor Work on Family-Type Sugar Cane











Cost per day of use (9 hours) :
Fuel oil and gasoline „ 1.82 1.82 1.85 1.57 1.99 1.75
Lubricating oil and grease _ .50 .28 .30 .38 .34 .27
Repairs .19 .52 .50 .85 1.51 .85
Other cash costs „ _ _. .37 .09 .17 .28 .44 .28
Total operating expenses 2.88 2.71 2.82 3.08 4.28 3,15
Depreciation „ 1.98 1.76 .74 1.37 3.52 2.81
Interest .60 .45 .44 .47 .88 .70
Total overhead expenses _ 2.64 2.21 1.18 1.84 4.40 3.51
TOTAL COSTS _ 5.52 4.92 4.00 4.92 8.68 6.66
Operating costs per hour .32 .30 .31 .34 .48 .35
Overhead costs per hour _ .29 .25 .14 .21 .49 .38
Total costs per hour _ „ .61 .55 .45 .55 .97 .73
Number of tractors studied 85 101 123 176 226 250
9-hour days of use per tractor 81.9 103.4 148.8 179.4 87.0 107.0
Average value per tractor (dollars) 1,079 939 1,298 1,664 1,474 1,503
36
APPENDIX TABLE 8. Costs of Operating Farm Trucks on Family-Type






[ 1945 | 1946 | 1947











Number of trucks studied
Miles of use per year „ „
Average value per truck (dollars)
Total operating costs ........ 3.83
Cents
1.90 1.68 1.96 1.90 1.46 2.39
.25 .22 .26 .31 .17 .30
.58 .63 .74 2.30 2.12 1 8ftl.oU
.47 .22 .46 1.58 1.41 .87
.18 .30 .26 .22 .20 .12
.45 .37 .16 .10 • 1U
3.42 3.84 6.46 5.46 .5.60
1.59 2.80 1.49 1.44 2.91 2.09
.32 .70 .46 .56 .73 .52
1.91 3.50 1.95 2.00 3.64 2.61
5.74 6.92 5.79 8.46 9.10 8.21
78 129 142 121 101 99
.. 5,578 4,126 6,056 6,085 4,885 5,712
361 580 558 679 711 596
APPENDIX TABLE 9. Costs of Operating Farm Automobiles on Family-















Costs per mile of use:
Gasoline
., 1.19 1.19 1.18 1.35 1.31 1.67
Oil „...'...„.. .16 .15 .12 .31 .17 .25
Repairs _ _ .25 .35 .74 1.46 2.08 1.58
Tires .24 .25 .15 .80 .67 .49
Insurance .06 .10 .07 .05 .05 .04
License „ .16 .19 .06 .06 .06 .05
Total operating costs 2.06 2.23 2.32 4.03 4.34 4.08
Depreciation .68 1.49 1.44 .94 1.36 .84
Interest .25 .33 .42 .50 .34 .21
Total overhead costs .93 1.82 1.86 1.44 1.70 1.05
TOTAL COSTS 2.99 4.05 4.18 5.47 6.04 5.13
Number of automobiles studied 281 270 279 255 282 298
Miles of use per year '7,720 6,332 5,330 5,509 4,917 5,870
Average value per car (dollars) 380 420 446 548 333 247
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APPENDIX TABLE 14. Relation of the Combined Effect of Superiority in
Size, Yield, Intensity of Cane Enterprise, and Labor Efficiency to Returns
from Farming, Louisiana Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms, 1944 and 1946
1944 1946
Number Average Number Average
of Labor of Labor
Farms Income Farms Income
Number Dollars Number Dollars
Below average in all 4 factors 23 71 118 24
Above average in 1 of 4 factors 34 401 128 125
Above average in 2 of 4 factors _ 17 649 104 275
Above average in 3 of 4 factors 23 910 98 332
Above average in all 4 factors 13 4,642 56 2,146
APPENDIX TABLE 15. Relation of Race and Tenure to Farm Earnings and
Various Management Factors for 503 Family Farms in the Sugar Cane Area
of Louisiana, 1946
Acres Cane Per cent Number
Race and Tenure Labor Labor in Sold Using of
Income Earnings Cane per Acre Tractors Farms
Dollars Acres Tons Per cent No.
Negro owners 52 573 10 15 11 28
Negro part owners 239 607 17 12 15 20
Negro cash renters 312 670 6 15 0 48
Negro share renters 297 661 16 15 13 47
White owners 290 924 25 17 54 167
White part owners 389 1,039 35 20 80 60
White cash renters 555 1,035 17 16 34 32
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